COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

t Kk & % %

In the Matter of .

THE REVISION OF TELEPHONE )
UTILITY TARIFFS LIMITING )
LIABILITY FOR DIRECTORY )
LISTING ERRORS AND OMISSIONS )

Administrative
Case No. 222

On July 2, 1980, the Commission issued an order in
this matter in which the Commission found that it was not
in the public interest to allow telephone utilities to
attempt to limit their liability for errors and omissions
in their directory (“white pages") listings by including
such limits in their tariffs. Accordingly, the Commission
ordered that any current liability limitaticn in a telephone
utility's tariff for directory listing errors and omissions
was rescinded.

On July 21, 1980, General Telephone Company of Kentucky
(General Telephone) requested a stay of the Commission's
order of July 2, 1980 and petitioned the Commission for re-
consideration of the matter. Cincinnati Bell, Inc., Con-
tinental Telephone Company of Kentucky, South Central Rural
Telephone Cooperative Corporation, Inc., Echo Telephone Com-
pany, South Central Bell Telephone Company and West Kentucky
Rural Telephone Cooperative Corporation also petitioned for
rehearing. On August 5, 1980, the Commission granted the
petitions and set the matter for hearing while reserving the
right to affirm its order of July 2, 1980.

The hearing was held on August 28, 1980 at 1:30 p.m.,
in the Commission's offices at Frankfort, Kentucky and the

Attorney General's Division of Consumer Intervention was




permitted to intervene.

At the hearing, Cincinnati Bell stated its belief that
the Commission can authorize the subject tariffs since KRS 278.

040(2) vests the URC with exclusive jurisdiction over rates

and services of all non-energy utilities and the "white pages"”
directory is compiled as a result of the Commission's service
reguirements. However, the URC is nonetheless unable to award
damages to a complainant for any failure of the phone companies
in this regard. At best, the Commission can order the utility
to take corrective action in accordance with 807 KAR 25:040(6).
South Central Rural Telephone agreed with the Commission that
the courts provide the proper forum for customers' claims for
damages.

The telephone companies advocate the retention of liability
limits as a means of minimizing their risk and keeping rates to
a minimum. Insurance for this risk was discounted by the
utilities, but none testified that they had explored the possi-
bility.

Additionally, none of the utilities could state absolutely
that their liabilities would increase as a result of deleting
the liability limits from their tariffs. Most companies have
had these tariffs for many years and it is reasonable to assume
that this is the reason they did not present any hard data show-
ing their experience in paying and settling claims before the
liability limits were included in their tariffs and afterwards.

Since South Central Bell has never had and does not currently
have such a tariff provision, South Central was able to furnish
the Commission with information concerning its litigation and
settlement experience in cases of directory listing errors and
omissions. This information showed that South Central settled
lawsuits in the years 1972-1977 for a total of approximately
$10,000. However, the majority of these lawsuits pertained to

errors or omissions in both "white"” and "yellow" pages listings.
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Even including the "yellow" pages settlements, the annual
settlement rate was only about $1,700 per year. As for the
claims information supplied, again the majority of the roughly
$17,000 in settlements paid pertained to both “white" and
"yellow" pages complaints. Including the "yellow" pages set-
tlements, South Central only paid ain average of $1,700 per
year for the period 1971-1980. We cannot view the Company's
paying $3,400 in settlements annually as impacting significantly
on a company with revenues as large as South Central Bell's.
Moreover, South Central's rates are not significantly higher
than other telephone companies as a result of Bell's lack of a
tariff limiting its liability in such cases. For this reason we
do not believe that the removal of the liability limits in the
other telephone utilities' tariffs will create a noticeable in-
crease in customers' rates. Moreover, the companies all testi-
fied that their accuracy in publishing their directories is very
high, thus further minimizing any impact on the company or its
customers from elimination of such tariffs. South Central cur-
rently experiences only 1 error in 1,000 listings (T.E. 92), and
Cincinnati Bell only has 49 errors out of 223,000 in its latest
Kentucky directory (T.E. 40).

One witness testifying at the hearing stated that thz reason

the telephone utilities need the subject tariff provisions is

because they have no defense to a claim where a customer alleges
simple, ordinary negligence (T.E. 86). In light of this state-
ment, it appears that the liability limits are currently opera-
ting as a deterrent to claims and lawsuits (T.E. 31). We do not
believe it is a proper role for this Commission to assist in
discouraging a customer from seeking appropriate rcdress for
any injury.

The Attorney General advocates a liability limit which

provides a 50% reduction in the customer's monthly exchange rate



until the problem is corrected so as to provide a uniform and
nondiscriminatory compensation to all customers aggrieved. We
agree that there is a lack of uniformity in the amount and type
of settlement which the utilities are currently making under
their tariffs. Such tariffs generally provide for an abatement
of all or a portior. of the monthly charges or additional fees
paid by a subscrber as compensation for a directory error.
However, the phone companies testified that they do not end

their efforts to remedy directory errors or omissions with the

tariff provision. Cincinnati Bell, for example, takes out a news-

paper ad in a paper of general circulation to announce all cor-

rections. Other companies agree in certain circumstances to pro-
vide corrective bill inserts or agree to provide other free ser-
vice or a greater abatement of charges than their tariff liabi-
lity limits specify. 1In this regard, the Commission find there
is the potential for discriminatory treatment of individual cus-
tomers if the disparity in remedial action taken by telephone
companies is allowed to continue. Obviously, these liability
limits are not perceived by the utilities as crucial to keeping
rates low or they would strictly adhere to them. Likewise, we
are not informed as to whether utilities in other jurisdictions
consistently apply liability limits where they have been allowed
to include them in their tariffs. We do note, however, that the
Tennessee Public Service Commission has recently indicated its
intent to deny a request by South Central Bell to include a
similar liability limitation in their tariff.l/

We have noted the wealth of cases cited by the utilities in
which such liability limits were upheld by courts in various
jurisdictions, but find them unpersuasive in that the decisions

either pertained to a limitation of liability clause in "“yellow"

1/ Decision in Tennessee PSC Docket No. U-689%96 announced
orally at meeting held October 21, 1980 under Open Meetings
statute.
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pages contracts or involved cases where the tariff was chal-

lenged by a customrer in court, rather than at the agency level.

In the recent case of Louisville Bear Safety Service, Inc. v.

South Central Bell Telephone Co., 571 S.W. 24 438 (Ky. App. 1978),

the liability limit being guestioned was part of a "yellow" pages
contract. The lizbility limit contained therein provided for
complete abatement of the advertising charge in the event of a
telephone company's error or omission in the patron's ad. How-
ever, South Centrel has proposed in this proceeding to limit
their liability for "white" pages errors and omissions to 50%

of the customer's monthly charge.

The "yellow" pages advertisers are also in a totally dif-
ferent position thtan the "white" pages subscribers in that they
can pursue other riodes of advertising, while the "white" pages
subscribers will rnot be able to readily and economically re-
distribute their listing information. Because the telephone
utilities enjoy the protected status of legal monopolies they
can and have been held to different standards when they provide
a public utility service than when they are functioning in a

competitive atmosphere.

FINDINGS AND ORDER

The Commission after consideration of all the above-stated
reasons and all other evidence of record and being advised FINDS:

1. That the tariffs of all the telephone utilities on file
with this Commission, with the exception of South Central Bell
Telephone Company., contain provisions which attempt to place
limits on the damages for which those utilities may be liable as
a result of "white pages" directory listing errors and omissions;

2. That South Central Bell of Kentucky has proposed to in-
clude a provision in its tariff which would limit its liability
for "white pages™ directory errors and omissions to the lesser
of 50% of the monthly basic exchange rate or $500.00;

3. That the courts providc the proper forum for customers'

claims for damages regarding directory errors and omissions;
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4. That the existing and proposed tariff provisions
which attempt to limit the liability of the telephone com-
panies are not in the public interest;

5. That accordingly, this Commission's Order of July 2,
1980, issued in this matter should be reaffirmed.

Based upon the above-stated findings, it is therefore
ORDERED that any existing telephone utility tariff provision
which attempts to limit the company's liability for damages
claimed as a result of "white pages" directory listing errors

and omissions is hereby rescinded.

It is FURTHER ORDERED that the tariff provision proposed
by South Central Bell of Kentucky which attempts to limit the
company's liability for "white pages" directory errors and
omissions is hereby denied and rejected.

It is FURTHEE ORDERED that this Commission's Order of July 2,
1980 issued in this matter be and hereby is reaffirmed.

It is FURTHER ORDERED that all telephone utilities shall
file complying tariffs which delete any provisions which set
a limit on their liability for "white pages" directory errors
and omissions within thirty (30) days.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky this 24thday of October, 1980.

UTILITY GULATORY COMMISSION
7/

%%ce Céalrman 5% g

Y )anu PM?S

Cdmmu§51o
\

ATTEST:

Secretary



TO BE
CONTINUED




END

ROLL



R




|

Tt e Jradh ¥ Ray Nome Foadtadl uis Vard Lhatum Mas ar

$0000ers - 00 gm 1889 % Jonkh X-Rey Yolos Faobell Joty e 8 Pt Pontiac-acgm 1689 % Zenith X-Ray Vo
NP FPortior - aegm I ARY S Zrnah X Koy Vome fovehall folly Mart Qu

e e o G Ol Geneva -8 8 g M 168 9 % Zenith X-Ray| ==

€4 Gacevs -3eom1888% Zenh X-Ruyvoe Foosen 10 Pt Typewriter - a ¢ gm 1
o pt Pontiac-aegm 1 6 A9 Zenith X-Ray Voice Footbhall SIZE 1 OCR 8 - A E G M I
e oo - UMIF ----OF =< - -~ 11-- - = 4NCH-- - - - SIZE-- -4 - -

= 4
20 |

EE
g
E

15 CM.
IN)

(591
aegm1689% Zenith X-Ray Voice Football Jolly ‘{ark Questio

10 pt Typewriter - ae g m 1 6 8 9 % Zdnith X-

aegm 1689 % Zenith X-Rey Volce Football Jpity Mark Q

8 pt Pontiac - aegm 1 6 89 % Zenith X-Rav Voice Football follv Mark Quetio

l-a-ln-n-'la1lll\“lhmh“m‘_lu.unull\h‘lﬁm

Spe P AR 16898 Zenkh X-Ray Voice bl kily Mark Qurstion Was drgm1489% zm.n.\.x.yvmmt'

9pt Geneva -0 o g m 1889 % Zanith X-Ray Yoioe Poothall Jolly Merk Guestion Wespegm 1889 %

6 pt Pontisc- s e gm 1689 % Zenith X-Ray Voice Foorball jolly Mark Question Wastegm 1689 %

8 pt Geneva - a0 g m 1 689 % Zenith X-Ray Voice Football Joity Mark Q
SIZE1 OCRB - AEGMTIOG6 8 9 X LENITH
um-.......-|unn-n~\_---u--ﬁ——-o.-mu:-nw-nt-:o—:-

ln_l-ll.-|ll'\“lh&h~*.ﬁ_l‘ncllu.l‘MI~m
Spufoniia-aegm 1 689 % Zeoath X Rav Voure Focttell fully Mark Quastion Was e m i 859 % Zenlh X-Rav Voucy Foost

89t Gareve - a @ gm 1 849 % Zankh X-Ray Yoioe Foothell Selly Mark Question Wesh e gm 1889 %

6 pt Pontic - a e g m 1689 % Zenith X-Ray Voice Footdelt Jolly Mark Question Washegm1689%

APt Qe - so g | 4 60 % Jonin £ Jdny Votus Fosthuf Ay Sue Ouasfinn Wiin 59 g = 1559 & Tongh I Ay Veive Possfisd 2dy o Quoviten &
S Nvetamr 80 g™ 18RO Zrmid \ Ray \gure ol ity Sark (Nomvat Woam 20 m 16898 Zrmeth \ Ray Yoy Fomsin ] iy Wrh Qo W o

8 pt Geneva -

8 pt Pontiac -

ROTARYCAMERA
TEST CHART

ANSt/AlIM MS113-1983

Assoclation for
r].: Information and Image

2.5 line pair/mm.

1.8 line pair/mm.

1100 WAYNE AVENUE
SILVER SPRING
MARYLAND 20910
(301) 587-8202

‘

/A E 4
1.8 line pair/mm. V E 49

T e T ST e O

! |
nonR®eg oo ~ @ o~ od g 51
NNRRRDoD DD © 52

0 Og—(‘lﬂ*)ﬂ
@© w® 0 Lo 2« B~ N+ s S+ S SR

.. i
2.5 line pair/mm, ’Z" E
PN Gmee S0 @@ 130\ Souih | Aay Ponre Poythat Jodly Mpt Quostinn Trsu d o gm t 40 1 Juned R Any Yoire Puathe? Ady Wt Jusshin res a8 g2 14D
AP Dotha 4o gMmiaRTY Sonth \ Ray Vet lrnioli htts boih \Nrte@ W g0 g m 1 559N Pomgd \ Koy Viny il bty Mtk (havaws Mucavgm (Do e s . =4
S Qemawe - 40 g m 1830\ Tunlh £-Agy Voios Faotball Jefly Meck Ousetums Was 2 0§ ™ 1859 % 200 X Apy Voo Foulhell et :‘:
Pt loctur cargmIARYS Zenath LRay Vomw haehall pdh Math Quednn Was sep on 1 6 K8 Q4 Zemieh N .RPav Viwce fowehall fdhy Mardk J P~
SptQenevn-a0gm 1809 % Tenkh X-Rey Yoice Footbhall Joiy Mark Cusetion Wes 80 gm 1809 % Zenkh X-A O‘.
AR TS cae g M EARYS Zennh Y Rey Voree iathal) fidly Stab tharstion Was ae g m 8 AV Jenih X R -

St Geneva - a0 g m 1889 % 2enith X-Rey Voice Football Joity Mark Question ~
8 pt Pontiac - ac g m 1 6 8 9 % Zenith X-Ray Voice Football Jolly Mark Question Was a ¢ B

85

53
54
55
56
57
£ 58

o Bemtve 40 g 1801\ o ¥ iy Vous fosthel inty et Quasiun Boe
Gt e ea g UP BV L faadh  Wat Ly Sendiobi by Mtk atomn W

Sl Genave - g o g m 1605 Zenith X-Aay Voige Pesbadl oy ¥
P Totac - a e g M 1 ARYY Zengh | Koy Vewce Fonthall kb Mard ¢
€1 Geneva - 200 m 108 8 % Zenith X-Rey Valoe Foowd'
G Penta argm ] 6K Jruth X Rav Votee Loty
SptGensve -aegm 16889 % Zenith X

8 pt Pontiac -aegm 1689 % Zenith X-Ra!

1

10 pt Typewriter - ac gm1 6 8 9% Zenith X-Ray Fo :8 ":'ilssgs Hﬂ“ B !
SIZE 1 OCR B - AEGMIGB8 9 X ZENITH X-RAY FO o );,Eié;‘.g AL AT
pishalirh i A svatsbomlvatiarorn b Ve AT g e it barnemg v A e } 124 o= '
O aame - 8.8 1 1§18 ' orth X uny Vetus Rusthed Jolty Hart Ouastion Wes 289 1§ 85 % Tenah X ey Vedon Ruothall 2oty (ovt Gun 3 62 !‘!If e ® -E M
APt Pordtian - e 100 9N Jonah \ Rav Vince Torghall fdly Motk Quratss W ae g m 1A A9 8 Jeomh R Ray Vosre hathall ity Marb (heaten 63 !é s - : E 8 I '
St Oenove - a0 g m 108 9 % Zeniih X-Asy Voioe Joly Mack Ousetion Was 8.6 5 m 1 838 % Zenkh X-Ray Yoice F 64 !‘:::o:w '
SptPontisc-aegm 1689 % Zenith X-Ray Vince Foottall Jolly Mark Queston Wes a e g m 16 89 % Zeruth X-Ray Vorwe | &5 I TR -I .
SprGensva-aegm 1889 % Zenith X-Rey Voice Football Joity Mark Question Was a @ = $i1 e 7 0z 1 '
8 pt Pontiac - aegm 1 689 % Zenith X-Ray Voice Foothall Jolly Mark Question Wasa e g m 1 = 66 SRR ¥ s - '
10 pt Typewriter - a e gm 1 6 8 9 % Zenith X-Ray Footba 67 Sig "-"g‘g’ Z'Zl - '
68 “]i icoc Sem |

SIZE 1 OCR B - A E G N1 68 9 X 2ZENITH X-RAY FO N 49 |tll‘L§§- ﬂz 3 B '
i v o®ss® O "y




START
OF
RECORDS ADDITION

ROLL NO.: 7005234 24
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RECORDS ON THIS ROLL, THE FOLLOWING LISTED RECORDS ARE ADDED TO
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